One of the requirements concerning the working instructions for measurement procedures (or measuring systems) given in the subclause 5.5.3 of the standard ISO 15189:2007 (1) states that the clinical laboratory documentation should include the reportable interval of examination results, and in the subclause B.5.6 of the Annex B states that, for each examination procedure, a range [interval] of values should be predefined to detect absurd or impossible results. Thus, any laboratory seeking accreditation for compliance with the mentioned standard shall establish the limits for these intervals.
As there are not scientifically rigorous procedures to set unlikely limits, the establishment of such limits will be more or less arbitrary. The current text discusses several strategies that can be used to estimate the unlikeliness limits as well as the problems appeared in this estimation. The manuscript describes and compares different methods for the definition of the reportable interval of an examination procedure.
In order to establish the unlikeliness limits of several biological quantities measured in the clinical laboratory of the Hospital Universitari de Bellvitge (Table 1) , for each quantity, the measured values reported during years 2006 and 2009, and stored in the laboratory information system Omega 3000 (Roche Diagnostics España S.L., Sant Cugat del Vallès, Catalonia, Spain) were used, as long as 10 000 data or more were available.
Among the different procedures proposed to estimate the unlikeliness limits, it is necessary to find out which one, despite of its arbitrariness, allows the establishment of these limits taking care that the number of unlikely results be reasonable under a professional point of view.
One of the proposed procedures to get a limit is based in the estimation of fractiles beyond which will be very unlikely to find a result, although the choice of this fractile is completely arbitrary (3).
Another proposed procedure is based on considering unlikely any result outside the range defined by the higher and the lower of the cumulated reported (validated) results, after excluding possible outliers (4).
On the other side, if the definition of unlikely value is considered under a statistical point of view, this definition is equivalent to the definition of outlier (5) . Thus, a statistical test for outlier detection may be adapted to estimate unlikeliness limits.
In accordance with the Dixon's test for outliers detection (5) , in a series of results (containing outliers) sorted from lowest to highest:
x n is an outlier when x n -x n-1 > (x n -x 1 )/3 x 1 is an outlier when x 2 -x 1 > (x n -x 1 )/3 Thus, any result being ≤ x 1 or ≥ x n will be considered outlier and, consequently, x 2 will be the first non outlier value and x n-1 the last non outlier value.
Therefore, in a series of results sorted from lowest to highest, the value of the first hypothetical outlier in the right side, x n , can be calculated as follows:
The hypothetical first outlier in the left side, x 1 , is calculated similarly:
Thus, the hypothetical first outlier in the left side corresponds to the lower unlikeliness limit and the first outlier in the right side corresponds to the upper unlikeliness limit.
It is well known that, in order to be sure that the estimation of limits is acceptable, it is very important that all the measured values used belong to the selected population, that is, they are not outliers. However, there is not literature enough with proper information regarding the most appropriate procedure to detect outliers, especially in populations with such large number of data and with non Gaussian distribution as the used in the current study.
In this work, we selected a modification of the Dixon's test, modified according to Reed, Henry, and Mason (5, 6), for the detection of outliers, because, despite presenting some limitations (masking outliers when instead of a single outlier result is a collection of data that is not part of the sample), this test is one of the recommended criterion by the American organization Clinical and Laboratory Standards Institute (CLSI) for the establishment of reference values (7), which is a situation with some analogy with that presented in this article.
In Table 1 , different unlikeliness limits for each biological quantity considered are showed. These limits have been estimated using the three strategies mentioned above (fractile, lowest and highest non outlier value, estimation of the minimum hypothetical outlier value using the Dixon's inequation). We have to take into account that increasing the number of available data means that the established unlikeliness limits will be more reliable, so, it is reasonable to review them once a year.
It should be remarked that for kinds of quantity related with fractions (substance fraction, mass fraction, volume fraction, etc.), the Dixon's inequation is not applicable. Because the actual measurement results belong to the interval between 0 and 100 (or 0 and 1), and the Dixon's inequation may give unlikeliness limits outside this range.
Moreover, this strategy will not be applicable in the estimation of the lower unlikeliness limit, particularly in such cases where the corresponding numerical value is close to 0, and after applying the corresponding equation, the theoretical outlier values will correspond to a negative value. Nevertheless, bear in mind that in most cases, there are biological quantities for which ones the establishment of a lower unlikeliness limit makes no sense. There are biological quantities that in some patients have values below the detection limit of the measurement procedure (and therefore must be reported with the relational operator "" followed by the detection limit value and the corresponding unit). The Dixon's inequation strategy, although provides a reasonable number of unlikeliness values, it presents some limitations. In fact, the main problem of this approach is that it can produce results so abnormal to be completely useless for the scope of avoiding inappropriate reporting; thus, an unlikeliness limit found following this approach may be a value incompatible with life (although it is very difficult to find information about which values are incompatible with life).
Probably, as the setting of unlikeliness limits is, by definition, arbitrary, any of the three approaches could be equally valid. 
